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Report to North Chichester County Local Committee
November 2020
Prioritisation of Traffic Regulation Orders - received 2019/20

Report by Director of Highways, Transport and Planning / Highways
Operations

Electoral division(s): All in North Chichester CLC area.

Summary

Community requests for Traffic Regulation Orders (TROs) that cost under £3,000
to implement are considered annually by County Local Committees (CLCs).

More complex TROs are considered for progression as a Community Highways
Scheme and so fall outside the process.

The TRO Requests received between July 2019 and July 2020 have been assessed and
scored and the results are attached for the CLC to consider and prioritise in line with
the Cabinet Member Decision Report for Traffic Regulation Orders, Assessment and
Implementation Process (see link in Background Reading), for progression in the
2021/22 works programme.

Recommendation

That the Committee reviews the proposals and agrees to progress the highest
scoring TRO from the list attached in Appendix A, against the allocated humbers
specified in the table in section 1.3 of this report.

Proposal

1 Background and context

1.1 Traffic Regulation Orders (TROs) are legal orders that support enforceable
restrictions and movements on the public highway. For the purposes of this
report the term TRO includes speed limits, parking controls, and moving
offences such as width restrictions and Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGV)
restrictions.

1.2 The framework for assessing TROs was approved by the Cabinet Member for
Highways and Transport in March 2016. In summary, the framework assesses
TROs against four criteria: Safety, Traffic Conditions, Environment & Economy
and People which give the acronym STEP. A new assessment framework was
considered necessary to align with the County Council’s corporate priorities and
the increasing demand for TROs across the county. Full details of the criteria
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can be found in the Cabinet Member Decision report (see background reading
for further details).

The number of TROs each County Local Committee (CLC) is able to take
forward is detailed in the first column, ‘TRO allocation’, of the table below. The
second column, ‘Available for Selection’, indicates the number of TRO
applications that have been received by the Local Area Highway Operations
Team for 2019/20,meet the criteria, and that the CLC can consider for
progression.

CLC TRO Total ‘Available
Allocation for Selection’
Adur 2 2
Worthing 3 1
Joint Eastern Arun Area 2 2
Joint Western Arun Area 2 2
North Chichester 1 3
South Chichester 2 4
Crawley 3 6
Chanctonbury 1 2
North Horsham 3 7
North Mid Sussex 1 0
Central & South Mid Sussex 3 0
Total TRO’s 23 29

Appendix A lists the TROs identified as being viable for progression and from
which the CLC can prioritise up to the above allocation for progression.

As a result of COVID-19, and additional work to support capital improvement
projects and temporary COVID-19 sustainable transport measures, there hasn’t
been sufficient officer resource to support delivery of any discretionary TROs
following the CLC selection year 2019. However, the TROs which weren’t
selected last year, that scored more than 10, have been carried forward for
selection this year and are shown appendix A.

The Cabinet Member for Highways, Transport and Planning has the ability to
prioritise up to 15 additional discretionary TROs (County Wide), from those
shown in Appendix A that are ‘Available for Selection’ but not selected by the
CLC in this round.

Proposal details

The Committee is asked to consider the list of TRO requests and to approve the
applicable quota to be developed as a programme of work to be initiated over
the remainder of 2019/20 and delivered in the 2021/22 works programme.

The CLC is requested to progress the highest scoring TROs up to the number
allocated in section 1.3 above, within the relevant CLC area. Whilst there is scope
to progress a lower scoring TRO as a preference, a robust justification should be
provided for doing so, as this will be at the expense of a request that is considered
by application of the approved framework to be a higher priority.
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Any TROs not selected as the highest priorities for CLCs may be considered on a
priority basis for progression on a county-wide basis at the Cabinet Members
discretion, as set out in 1.5 and 1.6.

To get best value from officer and member resources the Cabinet Member has
agreed and confirmed that TROs that score 9 or less offer little wider community
value, or have not demonstrated suitable community support, and will not
progress to the CLC for consideration.

Other options considered

As alluded to in 1.2 the proposals must pass a feasibility test and STEP
assessment which is undertaken by WSCC Officers, as well as providing
evidence that the proposals have wider community support, in addition to
support from the local member. Given this, the attached list of schemes in
Appendix A represents the most viable options for consideration and
prioritisation.

Consultation, engagement and advice

Individual member support has been gained for each proposal and reasonable
local community support has been demonstrated for those that can be selected.
As with any TRO proposal a formal public consultation will be undertaken once
each of the TROs is selected by the committee for progression.

Finance
Capital consequences

If the proposed TROs are selected by all CLCs, the estimated total build cost is
approximately £33k and these will be managed within the £50k capital funding
for Traffic Regulation Orders in the Highways and Transport Delivery
Programme 2020/21.

The effect of the proposal:
(@) How the cost represents good value

The proposal represents good value as they have been scored in accordance
with the STEP scoring system.

(b) Future savings/efficiencies being delivered
None
(c) Human Resources, IT and Assets Impact

The proposals will be processed within existing staff resources.
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Risk implications and mitigations

Risk

Mitigating Action (in place or planned)

A low scoring proposal
could be selected by the
CLC.

The higher the priority score, the greater the
potential benefit to the communities who use the
public highway network. Should the CLC not select
the top scoring TROs, consideration should be
given if this could expose the County Council to any
risk if challenged.

The CLC must provide robust justification if they do
not select the higher scoring proposals.

Policy alignment and compliance

These proposals align with the Cabinet Member for Highways and Transport
Report for Traffic Regulation Orders — Assessment and Implementation Process

There are no equality, human rights, climate change, crime and disorder, public
health or social value implications in addition to those that have been
addressed in the STEP Assessments or will be considered in specific Traffic
Regulation Order procedures as appropriate.

Matt Davey

Director of Highways, Transport and Planning

Contact Officer: Mike Thomas - Area Highway Manager

t. 03302226431 e. mike.thomas@westsussex.gov.uk

Appendices

Appendix A - List of TRO Requests

Background papers

Cabinet Member Report — TRO Assessment

Cabinet Member Report — TRO Prioritisation



http://www2.westsussex.gov.uk/ds/edd/ht/ht14_15-16.pdf
https://westsussex.moderngov.co.uk/ieDecisionDetails.aspx?ID=717

North Chichester

TRO Type ADDIOX
Confirm . Parking / pp
. o . Dominant Local Cost
Enquiry | Division Parish Speed Summary - Score Status
Road Name | Member o (build
Number Limit / only)
Moving Y
3021238 | Chichester | Bepton Bepton Kate Speed Parish council Request for £2,900 18 Available for
North Road Okelly Limit a 30mph speed limit on a selection
village road
3017337 | Rother Cocking Bell Lane David Speed Parish council Request for £1,574 12 Available for
Valley Bradford Limit a 30mph speed limit on a selection
village road
439226 | Midhurst Midhurst New Road Kate Parking Parking at the junction of £410 11 Available for
Okelly Issue an estate road serving selection
retirement complex

3010103 | Rother West A286 David Speed Request for a 30mph N/A 0 Rejected
Valley Lavington Chichester Bradford Limit speed limit. Rejected,
Road incomplete application &
doesn’t meet policy.
3008447 | Bourne East Marden | East Mike Speed Request for a 30mph N/A 0 Rejected
Marden Hill Magill Limit speed limit through the

village of East Marden.
Applicant requested

withdrawal.
3020858 | Rother Easebourne | Egmont David Parking Request for extension of N/A 0 Rejected
Valley Road Bradford Issue SKC. Rejected due to lack

of community support.




Katharine Eberhart

Director of Finance and Support
Services

Janet Duncton
Chairman

North Chichester County Local
Committee

Action Authorised




Tony Kershaw

Director of Law and Assurance

Date 25 November 2020




